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Abstract: In the aftermath of the Calendar Case, 25 missionaries arrived in
Canton in March 1666. Over the course of their five-year exile, they generated
numerous reports and letters which, until now, have not been subject to sys-
tematic study. This paper delves into their writings concerning the establishment
of three practical norms for the China mission: permitting Chinese Catholics to
observe traditional rites honoring their ancestors and Confucius, allowing them
to continue fasting under certain conditions, and instructing them to wear a
Chinese hat during the liturgy. Though these norms were ratified by majority
vote, they were immediately met with opposition. Although the controversy on
the Chinese rites is well-documented, it is pertinent to examine these three
controversies together, as they pertain to the issue of inculturation within the
Catholic Church.
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1 Introduction

From 17 December 1667 to 26 January 1668, European missionaries convened a
formal conference in Canton, during which they approved practical norms
(praxes) for the mission bymajority vote. Among the most significant norms were
those pertaining to the Chinese Rites, specifically allowing Chinese Catholics to
observe traditional rituals honoring the ancestors and Confucius. The period of
exile in Canton marks a crucial stage in the Rites Controversy, albeit one often
overlooked by modern scholarship which tends to focus on later stages like the
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edict in 1693 of the French Apostolic Vicar Charles Maigrot, MEP (1652–1730), or
the ill-fated legation in 1702 of Charles-Thomas Maillard de Tournon (1668–1710).
Only two missionaries in Canton voiced opposition to the Chinese Rites: the
Franciscan Antonio de Santa María Caballero 利安當 (1602–1669) and the
Dominican Domingo Navarrete 閔明我 (1610–1689). Despite the controversy’s
origins in the 1630s, many arguments on both sides were developed during the
Canton exile, and significant evidence was presented, including translations of
Chinese texts into European languages for the first time. This paper aims to
systematically present the reports and letters sent to Macao, Manila and Europe,
which capture the intense debates held in Canton. Missionaries articulated their
positions, refuted adversaries’ arguments, and sought to garner support from
their religious congregations and the Vatican. Additionally, two minor contro-
versies erupted, one concerning the admission to baptism of those observing fast,
and another regarding the Chinese custom of covering the head during Mass.
These secondary disputes offer insights into missionaries’ perceptions of Chinese
culture and society, and their vision for the Catholic Church’s integration into
China.

2 The Missionaries in Canton

Among the 25 missionaries who arrived in Canton on March 1666, the largest
contingent consisted of 19 Jesuits belonging to the Vice-Province of China, with six
French, five Italians, including two Sicilians attached to the Spanish crown
(Francesco Brancati and Prospero Intorcetta), four Portuguese, three Flemish, and
one Austrian. Several Jesuits, such as Michel Trigault, Pietro Canevari, Inácio da
Costa and António de Gouvea, already possessed considerable experience, with
more than 30 years in China. Notably, there was a significant contingent of 10
Jesuits with 10 years or less of experience in China. Among this younger generation,
a few were particularly active proponents of the accommodation policy, especially
Intorcetta the youngest of all, along with like-minded fellows like Couplet, Gabiani,
Herdtrich and Rougemont. However, within the younger Jesuit cohort, a subgroup
of four French Jesuits (Augery, the two Motel brothers, and especially Grelon)
opposed the Chinese customs of covering the head and of observing fasts, while still
accepting the Chinese Rites. The French Jesuit Jacques Le Faure served as Vice-
Provincial in Canton until July 1666, when he was succeeded by the Portuguese
Feliciano Pacheco. Below is the chart of the 19 Jesuits of the Vice-Province, arranged
by age in 1666.
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In addition to the 19 Jesuits of the Vice-Province, there were two other Jesuits in
Canton, but attached to the Japanese Province: the Italian Andrea-Giovanni Lubelli
陸安德 (1611–1685) and the Portuguese Stanislas Torrente瞿篤德 (1616–1681). During
the Canton exile, three members of the Japanese Province arrived from outside: in
1668, the Italian Carlo Della Rocca 石嘉樂 (1612–1670) arrived from Hainan, and
in the summer of 1669, the Macanese Jesuit brother António Fernandez 蔡按鐸

(c. 1620–1670) and the Chinese priest Zheng Weixin 鄭惟信 (Zheng Manuo 鄭瑪諾;
Manuel de Sequeira, 1633–1673) came together fromMacao. Both Della Rocca and Cai
Anduo died in Canton in 1670.

Since the city of Canton fell under the jurisdiction of the Jesuit Japanese Prov-
ince, the Jesuits of the Vice-Province were guests of the Japanese Province in the
Canton residence. With so many missionaries in residence, a man of experience
was needed to be the superior of the community. The eldest Jesuit, the Portuguese
Gouvea, was chosen as superior. Originally a member of the Vice-Province, Gouvea
was transferred to the Japanese Province. However, three years later, in July 1669, he
was named Vice-Provincial in replacement of Pacheco, and thus he returned to the
Vice-Province.

Additionally, the Vice-Provincial of China and the Provincial of Japan were both
placed under the supervision of a Visitor who reported directly to the Superior
General in Rome. From 1664 to 1670, this role was held by the Portuguese Luís da
Gama (1610–1672) who was based in Macao. The intricate hierarchy, where bound-
aries were not clearly delineated, led to numerous conflicts among the Jesuits.

In addition to the 21 Jesuits of the Vice-Province of China and of the Province of
Japan, there were also one Franciscan and three Dominican friars. The Spanish
Dominican Domingo Fernández de Navarrete (1618–1689) gained renown for his
staunch opposition to the Chinese Rites. He had previously been active in Fujian and
Zhejiang provinces. On 9 December 1669, he clandestinely departed Canton and
returned to Europe, where he published works vehemently opposing the Chinese
rites. Among the other Dominicans in Canton were the Spanish Felipe Leonardo
許斐錄 (1628–1677) and the Sicilian Domenico Sarpetri 薩佩裏 (1623–1682 or 1683).
Both had served in Lanxi蘭溪, Zhejiang province, where theywere captured in 1665.
On 13 April 1671, toward the end of the captivity in Canton, the Dominican Francisco
Varo 萬濟國 (1627–1687) also arrived. Finally, there was the Spanish Franciscan
Caballero, a veteranmissionarywho had arrived in China in 1633, boasting extensive
experience in Shandong. He played a key role in the controversies of Canton and
became a close associate of Navarrete in thefight against the Chinese Rites. He died in
Canton on 13 May 1669.

The role of the few Chinese in the Canton residence was significant, although it
remains poorly understood. As mentioned above, Zheng Weixin and Cai Anduo
arrived in Canton in the summer of 1669. Zheng ministered to local Christians in the
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Canton area, while Cai took care of the sick within the residence. The Catholic
Paul Banhes 萬其淵 (1635–1700) also made notable contributions by printing two
bilingual works in Chinese and Latin: the Politico-Moralis and the Innocentia victrix.
From Navarrete’s Controversias, we learn about the xiucai 秀才 (bachiller) Marcos
Zhang, a native of Nanjing baptized by Brancati, who arrived sometime after March
1666. Additionally, the Dominican Luo Wenzhao 羅文炤 (1617–1691) was the only
Chinese priest before Zheng’s return to China. Luo had the freedom to move and
visited the missionaries held captive in Canton. Including a few cooks or helpers, the
Canton residence housed approximatively 30 individuals during this period.

3 The Canton Conference and the Debates on the
Chinese Rites

The Dominican, Franciscan, and Jesuit missionaries convened a formal conference
from 17 December 1667 until 26 January 1668 to address pastoral issues. They were
very much aware that some European ecclesiastical practices could not be used
within the context of Chinese culture and society. Drawing from nearly a century of
experience and trials, they thought the time ripe to establish norms. De Ferrariis was
elected as secretary for the conference. Since the archives of the Vice-Province were
originally kept in Macao, the Canton Jesuits requested their transfer to Canton. De
Ferrariis undertook the task of classifying and copying the most important docu-
ments. Additionally, serving as assistant (socius) for the Vice-Provincial Pacheco and
a member of his consult or council, De Ferrariis maintained close communication
with the Visitor inMacao and borewitness to the conflicts between the Vice-Province
and Da Gama.

The Canton Conference adopted the Practical Norms (Praxes) voted in the full
assembly of 23 priests (and not 25 because Da Costa and Trigault had already died).
These Practical Norms represented a significant milestone in the meticulous
implementation of the accommodation policy.We shall not describe here the content
which has been extensively studied by Yip (2012). Instead, we shall focus on the three
controversial points: the Chinese Rites, the Chinese hat and the Chinese fasting.

The Jesuit Visitor Da Gama received from Pacheco the Practical Norms, along
with the objections from Navarrete and Caballero, primarily concerning the Chinese
Rites. Recognizing the validity of those objections, Da Gama requested Pacheco in
Canton to answer to the treatises of Navarrete and Caballero and to seek reconcili-
ation (accomoddar com nos). On 10 December 1668, Da Gama authenticated five sets
of the Practical Norms and of the accompanying documents, dispatching them to
Rome via several maritime routes (Da Gama 1668).

Inculturation of the Catholic Church 9



Paul Rule has pointed out the existence of two versions of the Norms: one
comprising 41 points and another 42 points, though Rule tends to minimize the
difference as not substantial (Rule 2021, 142). The version in 42 points was, in fact,
altered by Da Gama in the summer of 1668, and therefore not completely faithful to
the resolutions of the Canton Conference, especially about how Chinese Catholics
should mark their respect to God during Mass by wearing or not a hat (De Ferrariis
1668a). When the Canton missionaries learnt in September about the changes
introduced byDaGamawithout their knowledge and approval, they reverted to their
original resolutions but wanted to express themwithmore clarity. They reorganized
the initial three points about the respect to be shown at Mass in only two points. This
is the version in 41 points (De Ferrariis 1668b).

After Intorcetta departed Canton for Macao, Sarpetri sent him a few letters with
the unexpected salutation: “Mi P.R. Procurador,” as if the Dominican Sarpetri had
elected the Jesuit Intorcetta to represent him in Rome. In the first letter, Sarpetri
expresses deep sadness about the decisions made by Da Gama and states that, if Da
Gama does not recognize all the decisions of the Conference, this may undermine the
commitment of the Dominicans. Sarpetri asserts that the majority favors Chinese
Catholics wearing the hat, even when receiving Holy Communion, and that the
President (Navarrete) is preparing a paper in support of the hat (Sarpetri 1668a).
In the second letter to Intorcetta, Sarpetri mentions what he calls the National
Conference (Concilio nacional) despite the absence of the Jesuits from Beijing and of
the Dominicans from Fujian. Nevertheless, Sarpetri reports that Navarrete had
already sent the acts of the conference to the Dominicans in Fujian, requesting only
the confirmation that the Jesuits would hold to the resolutions decided during the
conference until the final decision of Rome. Again, the problem of the changes
introduced by Da Gama on the issue of the Chinese hat was a major concern for the
Dominicans, and Sarpetri affirms his support for the Chinese hat, saying: “los chinos
christianos en la Iglesia se crubram la cabeza … es mayor reverentia” (Sarpetri
1668b). Sarpetri knew about Intorcetta’s difficulties with Da Gama in Macao, and so
he wrote a third letter directly to Da Gama in support of the Chinese hat. By pro-
hibiting Chinese Catholics to wear a hat during Mass, Da Gama was jeopardizing
the agreement reached in Canton. Sarpetri mentions in this letter that on 12
November 1668 he had already written to the Propaganda Fide about this matter
(Sarpetri 1668c). In a final letter to Da Gama, Sarpetri reaffirms Navarrete’s
intention to uphold the conference resolutions, though Navarrete had not publicly
announced it since he was awaiting confirmation from the Dominicans in Fujian
(Sarpetri 1668d). As we can see, Sarpetri made great efforts to preserve the resolu-
tions of the Canton Conference as signed on 26 January 1668, at least until Rome
makes a final decision. In contrast, Navarrete’s commitment to the Canton Confer-
ence was somewhat loose. Though he signed with the Canton Jesuits the amendment
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on the hat, Da Gama’s persistence had convinced him that the resolutions could not
be saved in their entirety.

Most notably, when the missionaries started the Canton Conference, they had
agreed to set aside the contentious issue of the Chinese Rites. However, on 26 January
1668, thefinal day of the conference, Sarpetri unexpectedly introduced point 41 about
allowing Chinese rites honoring ancestors and Confucius in agreement with the
decree of the Holy Inquisition ratified by Pope Alexander VII in 1656. All the mis-
sionaries except Caballero signed the acts of the conference. Navarrete submitted
himself to the majority rule concerning the Chinese Rites, but not long after the
formal end of the conference, he recanted and began drafting a report in Spanish
expressing his opposition to the Chinese rites. Probably he was impressed by the
stance of Caballero, but an idea often surfaces in his writings: if the China mission
suffers such a persecution, this is not only because of the intrinsic evilness of the
Manchus, but also because the missionaries have been too tolerant of local super-
stitions, so that God now allows the persecution to happen. On 8 March 1668,
Navarrete finished his report, which he handed over to the Jesuit Vice-Provincial
Feliciano Pacheco the following day (Navarrete 1668a);. Navarrete likely read aloud
parts of his report to all because Brancati called it a declamatio.

One month later, Caballero produced another document against the Chinese
Rites. Already some 30 years earlier, in 1637, Caballero had started to question the
legitimacy of the Chinese Rites, and on 20 August 1661 he had penned a “Sworn
declaration … on the worship and rites of the Chinese towards their deceased
ancestors” (Declaratio … iuxta cultum Ritusque Sinarum erga suos e vita discessos
Maiores), expressing his opposition to the Chinese Rites. In the same year he
discovered the treatise in Portuguese of the Italian Jesuit Nicolò Longobardo
(1565–1655) against the Chinese terms, which he had obtained in Shandong from
Valat. In this treatise, Longobardo does not directly discuss the Chinese Rites, but he
argues against the Chinese terms of Shangdi, linghun and guishen to express the
Christian ideas of God, soul and angels. Caballero translated quite faithfully the text
of Longobardo into Latin, but he was mostly concerned with the question of the
Chinese Rites as we can see from his marginal notes. Caballero sent both the
original Portuguese manuscript of Longobardo and his own Latin translation to the
Propaganda Fide in Rome. Then, on 18 November 1662, he completed his “Report on
the Sects of China” (Relatio Sinae Sectarum) where he stated his opposition not only
to the Confucian rites but also to Confucian philosophy in general. In his report of
April 1668 in Canton, Caballero expressed his opposition to some resolutions of the
conference. Unlike Navarrete’s declamatio, the document is not addressed to the
Jesuit Vice-Provincial Pacheco in Canton, but to the Jesuit Visitor Da Gama in Macao.
Caballero mentioned the points of the Canton Conference he disagrees with. First, he
was against authorizing Chinese fasters to baptism (point n. 6; see the section below

Inculturation of the Catholic Church 11



on the fasters). He was also against Chinese Catholics wearing a hat during Mass
(points n. 20 and 22; see the section below on the Chinese hat). More importantly he
was against the Chinese Rites (point n. 41), and this issue occupies the greater part of
his letter, with many repetitive arguments (Caballero 1668a). Caballero possessed in
Canton a copy of the Portuguese text of Longobardo, and he showed it to Navarrete
who copied the Portuguese text and made a Spanish translation. This copy of the
Portuguese text is now preserved at the BNF (Longobardo 1668). In November,
Caballero made a first addition to his report of April 1668, now addressed to the
Superior General of the Jesuits. Specifically he points out that Da Costa and Intorcetta
translated the word ji 祭 in the Chinese Classics as “to make a sacrifice,” and this
shows that the ancient Chinese were practicing idolatry (Caballero 1668b). In
December, he made a second addition, also addressed to the Superior General of the
Jesuits. While Longobardo considered Confucianism as materialistic and atheistic,
Caballero argued that it was superstitious and idolatrous. Although he did not
directly criticize Confucius himself, he rejected Confucianism which he interpreted
as the worship of the idol Confucius (Caballero 1668c).

On 18 April 1668, approximately one month after Navarrete’s declamation,
Pacheco provided a brief answer to Navarrete, asserting that the Jesuits had never
allowed Chinese Christians to offer sacrifices and prayers to Confucius; instead,
they viewed the rituals to Confucius as political, and thus compatible with Chris-
tianity (Pacheco 1668). Navarrete deemed Pacheco’s answer unsatisfactory and
wrote to the Visitor Da Gama on April 22 to complain about the dismissive attitude of
Pacheco (Navarrete 1668a). In fact, Pacheco did not dismiss the issue raised by
Navarrete since he instructed four Jesuits to prepare reports in support of the Chi-
nese Rites. First, Intorcetta wrote a pastoral answer which he brought to Europe, but
published only in 1700 at the apex of the Rites Controversy in Europe as Testimonium
de Cultu Sinensi. Intorcetta refutes Navarrete’s 42 points with eight demonstrations.
As Intorcetta states, the fourth demonstration is entirely taken from Brancati, who
was then regarded as the best sinologist among the missionaries, including a
description and analysis of the Jiding 祭丁 ritual to Confucius according to the
Daming huidian 大明會典 (Collected Statutes of the Great Ming), as well as 17 sino-
logical notes drawn mostly from the Chinese dictionary Zihui 字匯 and from the
Liji jishuo 禮記集說 by the Yuan dynasty commentator Chen Hao 陳浩 (Intorcetta
1668a).

The theological answer was penned by Le Faure in two stages. First, he wrote in
early 1669 a short answer (Compendiaria responsio) to the doubts of Navarrete: the
rituals to Confucius and ancestors are not idolatrous and not meant to obtain
supernatural felicity, but according to the Shujing, Liji, Four Books (Sishu) and Jiali,
the rituals are political or civil (Le Faure 1669a). A fewmonths later in 1669, Le Faure
finalized a theological and historical dissertation (Dissertatio theologica historica),
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which is structured as a systematic treatise analyzing the object of Chinese piety as
Shangdi, zhuzai主宰, guishen, shen, its practical forms with the hat, bowing, kneeling,
candles, animal killing, its circumstances of place and manners, and the rituals to
Confucius (Le Faure 1669c). Gabiani also wrote a report on the Chinese Rites, but he
finished it after the Canton exile, in 1680, and we have not included it here. Among the
four answers to Navarrete, the one by Intorcetta was the first to be completed because
he was elected procurator for the mission and was to depart for Europe.

Since Navarrete had received a conciliary letter of Da Gama, dated 12 May
1668, he believed that matters could be arranged, but when he saw the theological
answer by Le Faure on 21March 1669, he could see there was a huge rift. In a letter to
Da Gama, dated 17 April 1669, Navarrete rejected all the arguments of Le Faure. For
him, the Chinese Rites at the beginning may have been expressions of gratitude, but
they have evolved later into idolatrous and superstitious practices. Navarrete
expressed doubts about the faith of the Christian literati, saying that in 83 years of
mission, there may be only five or six truly devout Christians among them! He
mentioned interviewing Chinese Christians in the Canton residence. For instance,
the bachelor Marcos explains fujiu福酒 in the ritual to Confucius as a blessed, holy
and sanctified wine (bendito, santo, santificado), even comparing it to the wine in the
chalice during the Catholic Mass. While Chinese Christians may have naturally
associated the rituals to Confucius with the CatholicMass, Navarrete argued that this
association underscored the need for a clear demarcation between true worship and
idolatry (Navarrete 1669a).

On 1 June 1669, Brancati completed the first draft of the sinological answer. It
was publishedmuch later, in 1700, asDe Sinensium ritibus politicis acta, and with the
same publisher as Intorcetta’s Testimonium. The first part comprises 17 chapters,
consisting in a close commentary and refutation of Navarrete’s declamatio, one point
after another, mostly about the Jiding ritual. The second part comprises 13 chapters,
which tackle questions related to the Jiding ritual and to the spirits (Brancati 1669).
On 25 June 1669, Pachecomade another attempt to persuade Navarrete. He presented
Navarrete with Brancati’s manuscript of 70 pages, telling him that, in view of the
eternal salvation of the Chinese, the Chinese Rites should be considered purely
political. Pacheco urged Navarrete to cease the controversy and to refrain from
further writing on the matter. Unfortunately for Navarrete, he had just lost his most
important ally, Caballero, who passed away on 13 May 1669. Despite this setback,
Navarrete continued to work on a response, as long as Brancati’s report. He noticed
that the Jesuits had changed their translation: “offering” instead of “sacrifice” for ji
祭, “hall” instead of “temple” for miao 廟. He also criticized the Jesuits’ alleged
duplicity in permitting the Chinese Rites while claiming they did not endorse them
(Navarrete 1669b). Navarrete did not disclose in Canton the content of his response,
incorporating it later into his Controversias.
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Even before coming to Canton, the Dominican Sarpetri was in favor of the
Riccian use of Shangdi for God, in opposition to the stance of his Dominican fellows.
In May 1667, before the Canton Conference, he penned a short testimonial in support
of Ricci’s Tianzhu shiyi (Sarpetri 1667). In 1668, Sarpetri wrote another pro-Jesuit
testimonial during the heated debates about the Chinese Rites. Sarpetri recounted
spending eight years studying the Chinese Rites and affirmed the Jesuit practice as
being safe, more probable andmore useful for evangelization. Against the assertions
of Morales in Rome in 1646, Sarpetri testified that the Jesuits in China proclaimed a
crucified man as God and did not allow any superstition, emphasizing that his
declaration was made freely, not being influenced by anyone, but only by the love of
truth (Sarpetri 1668e). Sarpetri entrusted the two testimonials to the Jesuits, and in
November 1668 he also wrote a letter to the Propaganda Fide, which he entrusted to
Intorcetta. In this letter, he reiterated his support for the Jesuit interpretation of
the Chinese Rites. While he refrained from mentioning his Dominican superior,
Navarrete, he rebutted Caballero’s position as detrimental to the wellbeing of the
mission, as breaking the uniformity among missionaries, and as scandalous to the
Chinese (Sarpetri 1668f).

Surprisingly, in September 1669, Navarrete sought to find a temporary negoti-
ation (transactio) or conciliation (concordia) until Rome made a final decision. He
claimed to have found the records of a conference held in Hangzhou by the Jesuits in
April 1642. Based on this alleged finding, Navarrete proposed to allow the Chinese
Rites (Navarrete 1669c). The new Jesuit Vice-Provincial Gouvea could not find any
trace of the document mentioned by Navarrete, but he gladly accepted the unex-
pected agreement proposed by Navarrete (Gouvea 1669a). Even Sarpetri could
reconcile with his fellow Dominican, writing to Gouvea that he would abide to the
agreement (Sarpetri 1669a). But most likely the intentions of Navarrete were not
genuine. As he was preparing his secret evasion which happened at the beginning
of December, he needed to keep all the missionaries off guard, and he probably
forged the document of the Hangzhou conference. Unlike the admiration of James
Sylvester Cummins and some sinologists today for Navarrete, Paul Rule has
strongly criticized Navarrete for his lack of objectivity and for his dishonesty. When
in 1680 the Jesuits in China learnt that Navarrete had published in Europe against
the Chinese Rites, they felt betrayed and wrote a new batch of extensive refutations,
which are beyond the period of our present research.

After Navarrete’s unexpected departure from Canton, Sarpetri continued to
advocate for the Chinese Rites. On 30 September 1670, he completed a Brief Notice
(Breve notitia) which was published only in 1700 as De Sinensium ritibus politicis
acta. Concerning the Terms Controversy, he admitted that, even before coming to
Canton, he had adhered to the Riccian position of Shangdi as a legitimate equivalent
for God. Concerning the Rites Controversy, he acknowledged adopting several points

14 T. Meynard



from the Jesuits, but not all. Sarpetri points out that the crucial point is not the form
of the rituals, but their object. Rituals in the Shujing are addressed to ancestors, but
they are not idolatrous; in the Liji the rituals are addressed to Shangdi, and they are
legitimate. However, the ancient texts are not always clear in keeping the distinction,
leading to misinterpretations among the Chinese commentators. Consequently,
missionaries can only reach the probable meaning of the texts (Sarpetri 1670).
According to the Dominican historian González (1964, 444–445), Sarpetri had only
recopied extracts from the reports of Le Faure and Brancati, or some Jesuits may
have helped him to write his report which he signed only because he was unable to
write such fine Spanish. Though Sarpetri relied heavily on the Jesuit writings,
nevertheless Paul Rule considers Sarpetri’s arguments as showing “a discrimination
and common sense all too often absent in the Apologias of the Jesuits and their
opponents” (Rule 2021, 145). Canaris (2024) also shows that Sarpetri developed
independent insights into the Rites Controversy, arguing for a pragmatic approach
considering theological and historical knowledge, as well as the effective usage of
terms by the communities in question. On such basis, Sarpetri argued for allowing
Chinese Catholics to practice the Chinese Rites, while also pledging obedience to the
final decision of Rome.

One of the most unexpected outcomes of the Rites Controversy was to force the
missionaries to study more deeply the Confucian Classics, especially the Book of
Rites, and their Song and Ming commentaries. They also extensively studied Chinese
dictionaries to elucidate the different meanings of the Chinese characters. Navarrete
was the first to translate full sections of the Daming huidian related to the Jiding
ritual, and this inspired Brancati to translate more sections of this work. Amid the
missionaries’ complex argumentation of the missionaries in favor or against the
Chinese Rites, there is rich sinological analysis which even today holds great
significance.

4 The Debates on the Admission to Baptism of
Chinese Fasters

Besides the Chinese Rites Controversy, two minor controversies erupted among the
Canton missionaries, which also turned into lengthy reports sent from Canton to
Europe, but which failed to create much discussion in Europe. The controversies
concern the admission of fasters to baptism and the Chinese custom of covering the
head during Catholic liturgy.

Missionaries in China had consistently attacked the Buddhist dietary practices as
being based on the superstitious belief that abstinence from meat would help
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obtaining a better reincarnation. However, some Chinesewerewilling to be baptized
only under the condition they could keep their vegetarian diet. Point number 6 of the
Canton conference addresses precisely this situation by stating: “Chinese fasters who
have not broken their fast are not to be admitted to baptism, except in extraordinary
circumstances in which there is no scandal and the right intention for fasting can be
proven; Christians are strongly advised not to deter the fasters from listening to
catechism by carelessly reproving them for their fast, but should gently take them to
the priest to be taught about their obligations” (De Ferrariis 1668a).

This resolution provided missionaries with significant flexibility in interpreting
what constituted “extraordinary circumstances.” Initially adopted by a majority
vote among the 23 fathers, the resolution faced opposition from Valat who raised
concerns about its internal coherence. In response to Valat’s objections, Brancati
wrote a two-page document explaining the two layers of the resolution. He clarified
that while the general rule requested that the fasters eat a piece of meat, priests
retained the authority to exempt from this requirement in exceptional cases based
on their judgment (Brancati 1667). Despite Brancati’s efforts to address Valat con-
cerns, Valat continued to express his opposition to the fast which he considered as
intrinsically evil. Unfortunately, the documents by Valat are lost.

Da Gama probably received Valat’s written objections about the Chinese fasting.
Additionally, in April 1668, he received a letter from the Franciscan Caballero, who
characterizes the fasters as idolaters (sufragáneos a Belial) affiliated with a wide-
spread confraternity (cofradía) across China and Vietnam. According to Caballero,
these people had made vows to an idol to fast, fearing punishment if they failed to
fulfill their pledges. When people seeking baptism refused to eat a piece of meat as
sign of their conversion, Caballero considered it as a deceit, and he argued that no
priest should be allowed to relax the conditions for admission to baptism (Caballero
1668a). Further elaborating on his stance in a letter to the Jesuit Superior General in
December 1668, Caballero explained that people refused to break their fast to avoid
losing the merits accumulated over many years (Caballero 1668b). In the second
letter to the Superior General, also in December 1668, Caballero referenced an early
missionary work, the Shengjiao yuanliu聖教源流 (The Origin of the Holy Teaching,
1636), which explicitly prohibited baptizing fasters unless they first break their fast
(Caballero 1668c).

In addition to Caballero, another strong opponent of the Chinese fast was Grelon.
Even before the conference concluded, he began preparing his initial report, ques-
tioning the ambiguity of the formulation regarding the admission of fasters to
baptism. Grelon firmly believed that allowing a faster to baptism would always lead
to scandal among Chinese Christians, as he saw no valid reason for a faster to refuse
breaking his fast. Grelon presented four arguments: (1) Intorcetta introduced an
allowance that the first missionaries in China have never authorized; (2) the Chinese
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Catholics are against admitting fasters and they are scandalized if priests permit
this; (3) the Chinese in general and especially the government officials are very
suspicious of heterodox and rebellious sects promoting fasting; (4) the fast itself is
entirely superstitious and directed towards a diabolic end (Grelon 1668a).

As Grelon composed his report against admitting the fasters, Intorcetta worked
independently on his own report in favor of admitting the fasters. He acknowl-
edged that fasting was historically introduced into China by Buddhism, but he
argued that some forms of fasting had been already assimilated into Confucian
culture, such as children fasting to honor their parents. Intorcetta contended that
fasting could similarly be Christianized, allowing Christianity to integrate into
Confucian society. Besides those cultural and social considerations, Intorcetta
provided two ecclesiastical arguments for not requiring breaking the fast. First,
according to the Church’s rules, a general renunciation and the intention to
observe the commandments of the Church are sufficient for baptism, and no spe-
cific renunciations are requested. Secondly, to request a candidate for baptism to
break his fast constitutes an excessive burden, which is therefore illicit. Intorcetta
further supported his stance with five confirmations: (1) the consistency of the
missionary policy which does not request a special rejection of any superstition;
(2) the rule that an individual is not under ecclesiastical jurisdiction before
baptism; (3) the absence of scandal within Chinese society or the Church; (4) the
contradiction of Grelon who considers the fast as intrinsically evil, and yet would
authorize someone to continue fasting after having broken it; (5) the analogy
between keeping the fast and the veneration of the tutelary deities or spirit pro-
tectors of a city (chenghuang) suggesting that both practices can be Christianized
(Intorcetta 1668b).

On the issue of admitting the fasters, Intorcetta found strong support from the
former provincial and moral theologian Le Faure who contributed a sixth confir-
mation as appendix to Intorcetta’s report. The Jesuit missionaries since Francis
Xavier (1506–1552) were careful not to offend Buddhists in India or Japan by
eating meat. Similarly, Jesuits in the Madurai region of India, like Roberto de Nobili
(1577–1656), abstained from eating meat to avoid offending the Brahmins. From the
point of view ofmoral theology, Le Faure argues that no excessive burden requesting
specific renunciations by word or by act should be imposed on the candidates to
baptism. Le Faure concludes with two principles: (1) a missionary should not harshly
pressure Chinese to break their fast before baptism; (2) if someone refuses to break
his fast, Chinese Christians should refrain from discussing individual cases and defer
to the judgment of the missionary. Finally, Le Faure acknowledges that the risk of a
missionary being deceived by the fasters, but this risk is outweighed by the signifi-
cant benefit of baptizing somany fasters who have a right intention (Le Faure 1668a).
One year later, Le Faure claimed that his allowance for the fasters is based on his
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own personal investigation on thematter: out of one thousand Chinese fasters he did
not find anyone who believed in transmigration (Le Faure 1669c), though this seems
hardly believable, or at least an exaggeration.

Only after having completed his first report on 10 January 1668 did Intorcetta
read the content of Grelon’s first report and append a two-page response titled:
“What to Do When Chinese Fasters Refuse Breaking Their Fast before Baptism?”
Intorcetta expressed disappointment that Grelon had discarded the common
agreement voted during the conference and was now arguing that the Chinese
fasting was intrinsically evil, and the fasters were corrupted by malice. Intorcetta
proceeded to refute Grelon’s four arguments succinctly: (1) Grelon is incorrect in
saying that ancient missionaries requested the breaking of the fast before baptism,
citing the words and writings of Semedo and Vagnone; (2) Grelon is incorrect in
saying that Chinese Catholics are scandalized when fasters are admitted to baptism
as the writings of Vagnone show; (3) Grelon is incorrect in saying that Chinese in
general are against fasting and that the fasters are suspected of rebellion; (4) Grelon
is wrong as regarding the fast as completely superstitious and directed towards a
diabolic end because religious people can legitimately renounce eating meat for God
(Intorcetta 1668c).

In response to Intorcetta, Grelon provided his own answer (Responsio). First, he
rejects the accusation by Intorcetta that he had departed from the majority agree-
ment because 13 out of the 23 priests in the Conference voted against Chinese
fasters being admitted to baptismunless they break their fast. Like Valat, Grelon does
not recognize the second part of the resolutionwhich allows for exceptional cases left
to the judgment of the priest, and he suggests that Intorcetta is imposing an inter-
pretation of the resolution which goes against the majority. Then, Grelon denied
having said that the fast itself is intrinsically evil, but professing superstition through
fasting is indeed intrinsically evil. He cited the testimonies of elderly Jesuits in
Canton like Gouvea, Canevari, Pacheco, Jorge, Gabiani, Valat, and Augery, who
affirmed that they have never baptized fasters unless they first broke their fast.
Therewere rumors that Brancati and Intorcetta had baptized fasters but they did not
dare to confirm it openly. Concerning historical precedents, Grelon confirms that
Semedo had baptized three sailors who were fasting, but the Vice-Provincial repri-
manded him for it. Similarly, Vagnone did allow fasters to keep fasting after baptism,
but he required them to break the fast at least once before baptism. On the social and
political implications of fasting in China, Grelon admitted that Buddhist monks faced
no repercussions for their fast, but all the officials and common people who are
fasting may be suspected of rebellion. Grelon argued that people in Beijing and
Shandong who were persecuted due to their Buddhist fast had sought the protection
of the Church by asking for baptism (Grelon 1668b).
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The Canton Conference marks a significant milestone for the Jesuit, Domin-
ican and Franciscan congregations in standardizing their missionary practices.
About the admission of fasters to baptism, the practice was far from being uniform
as we can see in the examples brought by Grelon and Intorcetta. But the frag-
mentary evidence of the past was inconclusive, and the question of the Chinese
fasters turned to be the proper way for Christianity to be inserted in a non-
Christian society. Grelon’s stance is not just informed by a Christian or European
worldview but also by the local Chinese context. For him, fasting was a social and
superstitious practice linked to Buddhism and heterodox sects, and he believed
that Christianity should reject this kind of fasting to ensure that converts integrate
better into the mainstream of Chinese society. In contrast, Intorcetta strives to
reach out to people who practice Buddhism or popular religions, especially those
practicing the fast. Instead of advocating a complete rejection of their former
practices, Intorcetta is ready to Christianize some of them, and he sees the fast as
an important practice across the Chinese society that should be respected and
even embraced by Chinese Christianity for a better insertion in Chinese culture
and society.

5 The Debates Whether Chinese Should Wear a
Hat during Mass

On 25 June 1615, Pope Paul V (r. 1605–1621) issued the brief Romanae Sedis Antistes
authorizing priests in China to wear a hat during the holy services, later referred to
as jijin 祭巾 in Chinese (Bontinck 1962). Approximatively 50 years later, during the
Canton conference, the question of the hat was extended to the faithful: should they
wear a hat during Mass? As mentioned above, two different versions of the Practical
Norms are found in the Roman Jesuit Archives, one in 41 points and another in 42
points, and the difference precisely concerns the issue of wearing the hat or not
during Mass (Meynard and Yang 2021). In the 42-points version authenticated by Da
Gama, Numbers 20 and 22 deal with the hat:

20. If the one serving the priest at the altar wears the surplice, he should serve with his head
uncovered; but with the hat if he does not wear the surplice.
21. In the ministry of Mass, the use of surplice should not be abolished.
22. When neophytes receive communion, they should uncover their head. But when they attend
Mass, they should wear a hat. But if someone out of poverty doesn’t have a hat, he should not be
reproved because of this (De Ferrariis 1668a).
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Number 20 allows the altar servant towear a hat under the condition that he does not
wear at the same time the surplice, but Number 21 somehow cancels out the
allowance of the hat since the altar servant should preferably wear the surplice. In
his report dated to 9 April 1668, Caballero offers an explanation for this apparent
contradiction. Initially, the missionaries had passed the resolution Number 20, but
shortly later (at least before the end of the conference on 26 January 1668), they
discovered that one of the previous Jesuit Visitors had decreed that lay people serving
at the altar should always wear a surplice, leading to the addition of Number 21.
While Number 20 aimed to allow altar servants to wear a hat as a form of incultu-
ration (but without wearing the surplice), Number 21 was now enforcing that altar
servants should wear the surplice, thus their head automatically being uncovered.
Number 22 also contains an internal inconsistency since it mandates Chinese Cath-
olics to wear a hat duringMass as a sign of respect, except during the reception of the
Holy Communion, when they should remove the hat to show respect. In other words,
respect is indicated both by wearing and removing the hat. Those regulations reflect
a state of instability between two factions: a majority supporting Chinese Catholics
wearing a hat during Mass, and a significative push from a minority to forbid
wearing the hat during the reception of the Holy Communion. In fact, the contra-
dictions between Numbers 20, 21, and 22 were not due to themissionaries, who could
hardly have made such a gross mistake.

As secretary of the Conference, De Ferrariis had prepared the final draft of the
Practical Norms and sent them to Macao in Spring of 1668. However, he later
discovered that Da Gama in Macao had made changes in Numbers 20 and 22. In
reaction to Da Gama’s alterations, themajority ofmissionaries in Canton agreed now
that the Chinese Christians, the priests celebrating Mass, and the altar servants were
all to wear a hat during the whole Mass. De Ferrariis then revised the Practical
Norms, reducing them to 41 regulations: the previous Number 20 was entirely
removed; the content of Number 21was retained and becameNumber 20; Number 22
was replaced with the correction mentioned above and became Number 21
(De Ferrariis 1668b). De Ferrariis prepared also a one-single-sheet document stating
the changes for Numbers 20 and 22 with the original signatures of 15 priests, among
whom 13 Jesuits: the Vice-Provincial Feliciano Pacheco, the superior of the residence,
Gouvea, as well as another Portuguese, Torrente, four Italians, De Ferrariis, Cane-
vari, Gabiani, and Brancati, three French, ClaudeMotel, JacquesMotel, and Le Faure,
the Austrian Herdtrich, and two Flemish Couplet and Rougemont. Five Jesuits
opposed to wearing the Chinese hat did not sign: Grelon who wrote the treatise
against the hat, two other French Jesuits, Valat and Augery, the Italian Lubelli, and
the Portuguese Jorge. On the side of the Dominicans, Navarrete quite surprisingly

20 T. Meynard



signed the correction (he was firmly against the rituals to Confucius and to the
ancestors), as well as Sarpetri, but not Leonardo. Caballero also did not sign the
document (De Ferrariis 1668c).

Not only did De Ferrariis serve as secretary, but he also personally engaged with
the issue, producing a very detailed treatise accompanying the corrective document
of 10 October 1668. His treatise is made of three parts. In the first part, De Ferrariis
argued for the need of adapting to local culture, emphasizing that in China, wearing a
hat is the paramount sign of respect. He notes that even the Manchus have gradually
adopted and adhered to this practice. De Ferrariis highlights the shift in liturgical
practices following the Brief of Paul V, which led to public liturgies where both
priests and faithful wore hats, contrasting with the previous discrete approach
where the faithful were requested to uncover head at Mass. The second part of De
Ferrariis’s treatise delves into five reasons behind the controversy, rooted in
divergent personal views that have emerged over time: (1) the “nationalistic feeling”
among newly arrived missionaries; (2) a zeal to impose European culture on the
Chinese; (3) a hasty judgment by Adam Schall who thought that the Manchus had
abolished the customs of the hat; (4) a failure of the Chinese Vice-Province to
adequately train new missionaries in Chinese culture; (5) the reluctance of the
faithful, particularly in rural and impoverished areas, to reject changes imposed by
the priests. In the third part, De Ferrariis advocates for maintaining the ancient
practice ofwearing the hat. First, the ethnocentric feelings of themissionaries should
be abandoned for the sake of the salvation of all. Second, Catholic liturgy allows
flexibility, and it is not true that each rubric should be universally followed. Addi-
tionally, there is a notable anti-Manchu sentiment in the treatise, with De Ferrariis
suggesting that the responsibility for the persecution falls upon Schall who became
too close to the Manchus, giving an opportunity for the opponents to attack Chris-
tianity (De Ferrariis 1668d).

Da Gama received from Canton the corrective document about Numbers 20 and
22 with the 15 signatures, as well as the treatise of De Ferrariis in favor of the Chinese
hat. On 10 December 1668, he authenticated the original documents and the copies
to be sent to Rome. However, concerning the resolutions of the Conference, Da
Gama sent to Rome the 42-points version and not the 41-points version which truly
represents the majority view. Quite understandably, the Jesuits in Canton had
already lost confidence in Da Gama, and already in October 1668, Ferrariis had sent
directly to the Superior General the correction about Numbers 20 and 22 as well as
the new version in 41-points. Ferrariis complained about Da Gama making
unilateral changes on the decisions of the Canton Conference.

Without waiting the final decision of Rome, Da Gama made a very bold move in
October 1668, mandating that all the priests in the Canton residence conduct Mass
and recite the Litanies without wearing their hat (De Ferrariis 1668e). Initially, most
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Jesuits refused to obey, but they were eventually compelled to comply. However, the
Dominicans Navarrete and Sarpetri persisted in wearing their hat, leading to a
noticeable discrepancy in the liturgy’s appearance, which was described as ugliness
(difformitas).

Ferrariis sent a second letter of complaint to the Superior General regarding Da
Gama’s actions. Indeed, Da Gama had ordered Intorcetta to remain silent in Macao
while waiting for the boat to Europe. Da Gama refused to discuss with Intorcetta
though he was elected as procurator of the Vice-Province (De Ferrariis 1668f). At the
end of December, Ferrariis sent a third letter warning the Superior General that Da
Gamamay be attempting to modify the documents of the Vice-Province sent through
him to Rome (De Ferrariis 1668g).

Concerning the imposition of the Chinese hat in Canton, many were shocked by
the way Da Gama ordered the superior of the residence, Gouvea, to read aloud the
instruction in front of the Vice-Provincial Pacheco and all the other priests. Le Faure
directly wrote to Da Gama to express his opposition to the decision, outlining six
reasons not to obey (Le Faure 1668b), and arguing for the importance of the hat in
Chinese culture (Le Faure 1669b). Similarly, Canevari penned a letter to the Superior
General urging him to restore the authority of Pacheco (Canevari 1668). Around the
same time, Rougemont sent a letter of complaint to the Superior General about Da
Gama’s handling of the Chinese hat, “about which he has no practice or expertise”
(Rougemont 1668b). They all mentioned that Da Gama’s ban of the Chinese hat
jeopardized all the resolutions of the Canton Conference.

The only onewhohad consistently refused to accept the resolutions and declined
to sign the acts of Conference was the Franciscan Caballero. His dissent stemmed
from his opposition to the Chinese hat (Numbers 20 and 22), to the Chinese fast
(Number 6), and to the Chinese Rites (Number 41). Caballero articulated his stance
through three lengthy and repetitive reports, the first addressed to Da Gama, and the
subsequent two addressed to the Jesuit Superior General. In his initial report to Da
Gama,finalized on 9 April 1668, Caballero elaborated on his opposition to the Chinese
hat. He emphasized that in Chinese culture, respect is not exclusively demonstrated
by wearing a hat, contending that the Chinese can understand and accept that
Catholics pay respect to God by having their head uncovered (Caballero 1668a).

It seems that Caballero harbored doubts about whether Da Gama would trans-
mit his treatise to the Superior General. Consequently, on 14 November 1668, he
opted to communicate directly with Giovanni Paolo Oliva, providing additional
information. Caballero observed that in Beijing, altar servants were not wearing the
hat. Additionally, he reported what Intorcetta had told him in Canton: upon his
arrival at Jianchang建昌 in Jiangxi, some Catholics wore the hat and others did not;
Intorcetta asked them to determine the best uniform practice, and the faithful opted
for attending Mass with head uncovered and they have kept this practice since then.
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Caballero also stated that Da Gama and all the Jesuit Visitors before him have always
considered better that Chinese Catholics receive Holy Communion with head
uncovered. He expressed concerns that Intorcetta and other Jesuits were now
attempting to have all Chinese Catholics with head covered while receiving
communion. Caballero here refers to the 41-points version, which indeedmakes such
imposition. Concerning the hat of the priest, Caballero noticed that Intorcetta is one
of themost attached to it. He informs the Superior General that Da Gamahad ordered
in November 1668 that all the Jesuits in Canton should uncover their head at Mass
andwhile reciting the Litanies. Despite the protests of themajority of the Jesuits who
wrote three or four times to DaGama, the Visitor had enforced compliance. Caballero
disclosed that since 1633, he himself had abstained from wearing the hat and had
urged Chinese Christians to adopt European customs by forgoing the hat either. He
emphasized that despite his prohibition of the hat, Christian communities in his area
continued to thrive (Caballero 1668b).

In December 1668, Caballero penned another letter to the Jesuit Superior Gen-
eral. He observed a generational divide regarding the Chinese hat, noting that the
young generation of missionaries who had arrived in China after 1658 advocated for
its use, even during the reception of Holy Communion; in contrast, he remarked that
veteran missionaries like Schall did not uphold this (Caballero 1668c).

The debate over the hat became increasingly polarized, with the majority of the
missionaries in Canton requesting that Chinese faithful wear the hat at Mass all the
time, including when receiving communion. In contrast, Caballero was pushing for
the hat to be completely abolished, not only for Chinese Catholics, but even for the
priests. Caballero likely found satisfaction in seeing Da Gama leaning towards his
position, as Da Gama began to require Chinese Catholics to receive Holy Communion
with head uncovered and even compelled the Jesuits in Canton to take off their hat
during liturgies. To many Jesuits, Caballero and Da Gama’s moves were perceived as
a direct threat to the very existence of the Chinese hat of the priest.

With Valat, Grelon brought the issue of the hat to Da Gama’s attention following
the Canton Conference and he successfully convinced him to change the wording of
articles 20 and 22. Subsequently, upon reading De Ferrariis’ report in favor of the hat,
Da Gama requested Grelon to write a report advocating the opposite stance.
Therefore, Grelon stands out as the only Jesuit who independently authored a full
treatise against the hat. His treatise is titled “Whether It Is Correct and Expedient that
Chinese Christians Attend Mass and Serve the Officiating Priest with Their Head
Uncovered?” For Grelon, cultural practices may evolve over time, but the Church’s
liturgical norms remain constant, grounded on Biblical injunctions such as the Letter
of Saint Paul to the Corinthians (11:14), which specifically prohibits men from
praying with covered heads. Grelon contends that the liturgical forms of respect
towards God in the Church supersede other considerations. Grelon ends with a
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corollary (corollarium) explaining that the missionaries who defend the hat for the
faithful are essentially defending the papal authorization of the jijin for the priest,
although he stops short of advocating the revocation of the papal authorization
(Grelon 1668c).

Grelon wrote also an “Appendix to the Treatise on the Chinese Using or not the
Hat in the Church,” almost as long as the treatise itself. Grelon expands upon the
theme of the constancy of the Catholic rituals against the ever-changing social
etiquette. He provides a vivid anecdote observed from the window of the Jesuit
residence in Canton: a neighbor hadwelcomed Buddhist monks in front of his house,
made some offerings, and touched the ground with his head while the monks were
singing prayers; then, the neighbor and all the people around removed their hat.
Grelon mentions that all the missionaries saw this, suggesting that removing the hat
is also a sign of respect (Grelon 1668d).

At the end of September 1688, Sarpetri wrote to Intorcetta, who was now in
Macao, a first letter, informing him that themajority of themissionaries had voted in
favor of Chinese wearing the hat even for the Holy Communion, and that Navarrete
was preparing a report in favor of the hat (Sarpetri 1668a). In another letter in
November 1668, Sarpetri urged Intorcetta to confirm the decisions of the Canton
conference, stressing the necessity of maintaining the use of the hat to salvage the
decisions of the entire Canton Conference (Sarpetri 1668b), as we have mentioned
above.

In the midst of the opposition to the Chinese hat among certain Jesuits, the
Dominican Leonardo found encouragement to voice his own dissent, despite the
position of Navarrete and Sarpetri in favor of the hat. In September 1668, Leonardo
finalized a treatise against the Chinese hat, whichwas co-signed by Caballero, Grelon,
and four other Jesuits, Lubelli, Jorge, Augery and Valat, arguing for the permanence
and universality of the laws of the Church compared to the diverse and ever-
changing social etiquette (Leonardo 1668b).

In October 1668, Navarrete sent his own report to Da Gama entitled “Whether It
Is Convenient in China that Christians Attend Mass with the Head Covered?” In his
Controversias (1679), Navarrete mostly reproduces the content of his report of 1668.
Like in many of his other writings, the composition is not well structured and full of
repetitions. As we have seen, Navarrete is strongly opposed to Chinese Catholics
practicing the rituals to Confucius and to ancestors and he is also opposed to the
baptism of fasters, but on the question of the hat, he accepts the Chinese custom of
wearing the hat. In his report, he cites articles 20, 21 and 22 from the 42-points version
of the Practical Norms approved by Da Gama according to which Chinese Catholics
should wear the hat during Mass except when they receive communion. In fact, he
supports the 41-points versionwhich prescribeswearing the hat atMass, even during
communion, according to the correction that both Navarrete and Sarpetri had
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signed, as discussed above. Navarrete recounts that he himself saw the Chinese
practice of wearing a hat being observed in provinces as well as in the capital, and
that, since the Jesuits had received from Paul V the permission to wear a hat during
Mass, the Dominicans in China have always adopted the policy of having the priest
and all the Chinese Catholics wearing a hat during the religious services (except
confession). Navarrete justifies this policy by referencing Church fathers like Saint
Augustine and other theologians. Without mentioning the name of Caballero, Nav-
arrete rejects the argument that the hat of the Catholics is like the hat used during
popular plays. For him, this similarity does not call for changing the shape of the hat,
even less for discarding the hat altogether (Navarrete 1668b). But for Navarrete, the
most important issue was certainly the rituals to Confucius and to ancestors, and Da
Gama’s prohibition of the Chinese hat gave him a good excuse towithdraw altogether
from the agreement of the Canton Conference.

Intorcetta had been involved in early discussions regarding the hat, but since
he left Canton in August 1668, he was not involved in the subsequent debates
between Caballero and Grelon on one side, and Sarpetri, Navarrete, Rougemont
and Le Faure on the other side. In January 1669, Intorcetta left Macao for Europe
with a set of documents of the Canton Conference. He arrived in Rome at the end of
1670, and on 15 April 1671 he wrote a formal answer to Grelon’s Appendix since the
others in Canton could not do so. Like Caballero, Grelon had mentioned in the
Appendix that Intorcetta in Jiangxi had agreed to Christians attending Mass
without hat. Intorcetta confirms that he had indeed sought uniformity of practice
and proposed to adopt the European practice of attending Mass with head
uncovered. Ultimately, the majority of the faithful chose to attend Mass with head
uncovered as a sign of repentance for their sins towards God. However, some kept
coming with the hat, and Intorcetta chose not to enforce a strict rule in this regard.
He acknowledges the accuracy of the Jianchang experiment mentioned by Grelon,
but cautions against drawing broad conclusions from this single case, emphasizing
its uniqueness (Intorcetta 1671).

In conclusion, the Canton Conference stands at a pivotal moment in the
standardization of liturgical practices among missionaries in China. While the
majority of themissionaries in Canton advocated for the continuous use of the hat
throughout the entire Mass, a dissenting faction led by the Franciscan Caballero,
the Dominican Leonardo and a group of 5 Jesuits (Grelon, Lubelli, Jorge, Augery
and Valat), supported by Da Gama in Macao, sought to eliminate completely the
hat not only for the faithful but also for the priests. The stakes were very high
since the outcome would affect the liturgical practice of all the Christian com-
munities across China. Ultimately, thanks to Intorcetta’s visit to Rome, the
authorization to attend Mass with the hat, both for the priests and the faithful,
was confirmed on 30 July 1673. The decision had a lasting impact, with the practice
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of wearing the hat persisting well into the nineteenth century. However, it
abruptly disappeared when Western liturgical practices were uniformly applied
(Yang 2021).

6 Conclusions

The debates held in Canton in 1668 and 1669 on the Chinese Rites, fast and hat had
profound but often overlooked consequences. Concerning the Chinese Rites, the
missionaries developed their arguments in a more systematic way and with deeper
foundations on the Chinese Classics, dictionaries and legal codes. In the apex of the
Rites Controversies in Europe in 1700, the Canton treatises of Caballero, Brancati,
Intorcetta, and Le Faure were all published for the first time, and their content was
used again and again for new treatises about the Chinese Rites. The prohibition of the
Chinese Rites by the papacy at the beginning of the eighteenth century represented a
significant obstacle to the inculturation of Christianity which was then declared as
heterodox by Kangxi. In this context marked by irreconcilable positions on the
Chinese rites, the bold advancesmade in Canton to integrate the Buddhist fast within
the Catholic practice could not succeed. The only positive result was the authoriza-
tion by Rome of the Chinese hat for liturgy, which became a general practice for two
hundred years. Overall, this process of alienation and marginalization from main-
stream culture and polity shaped the identity of Chinese Christianity and forced it to
create its own path within local culture and society.

The policy of accommodation, officially adopted by Propaganda Fide from 1622
onwards, was generally accepted by missionaries, albeit with varying in-
terpretations. Concerning the three controversies, we can see thatmost missionaries
adopted a consistent stance in favor of the Chinese rites, of the Chinese fast and of the
Chinese hat. The Franciscan Caballero was also quite consistent since he opposed the
three adaptations.While the Dominican Navarrete opposed the Chinese rites, he was
in favor of the Chinese hat. Grelon like all the other Jesuits endorsed the Chinese rites,
but he strongly opposed the Chinese hat and fast. His opposition to the Chinese fast
was partly grounded in concerns about respecting Chinese culture and society. These
complexities highlight the need to avoid simplistic classifications when analyzing
missionaries’ attitudes towards inculturation. While there may have been general
trends or preferences, individual missionaries often had nuanced and multifaceted
perspectives shaped by various factors, including theological considerations,
cultural sensitivity, and practical realities on the ground.
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Chrestiens et des Missionaires de la Chine, du Japon, et des Indes (Paris 1687), 212–19; Apologia pro
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Nauwelaerts.

Canaris, Daniel. 2024. “Cultural Translatability in the ChinaMission: Domenico Sarpetri’s Defense of Jesuit
Accommodationism.” In Translation as Practice: Intercultural Encounters, China, and the Creation of
Global Modernities, edited by Filippo Marsili, and Eugenio Menegon. Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press series, Edinburgh Studies in Comparative Political Theory and Intellectual History.
(forthcoming).
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